The Sznajd model, where two people having the same opinion can convince their neighbours on the square lattice, is modified in the sense of Deffuant et al and Hegselmann, that only neighbours of similar opinions can be convinced. Then consensus is easy for the competition of up to three opinions but difficult for four and more opinions.
For q = 3 the dominance of the centrist opinion S i = 2 over the two more extreme opinions 1 and 3 comes from the fact that 1 and 3 only can convince neighbours of opinion 2, while opinion 2 can change opinions 1 and 3. If instead we assume cyclicity, that opinion 1 can convince both 2 and q, and opinion q can convince both opinion 1 and q − 1, then all q states become equivalent. Actually, for q = 3 in this case one has no limit on persuasion since each opinion can change the other two opinions, and we return to the standard Sznajd model with q opinions [3] where for all q at the end all spins seem to be parallel. For q ≥ 4, there is still a limit on persuasion, and again we end up mostly in inhomogeneous fixed points. Thus the cyclicity does not change the boundary between q = 3 and 4: Usually, for q ≤ 3 we reach consensus and for q ≥ 4 we don't.
It depends on the interpretation of the model whether we regard the case of all spins parallel as desirable (consensus) or not (dictatorship).
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